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EVALUATING STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAM IMPACT 
ON PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPTIOVED STUDENT OUTCOMES 



Overview 



In 1985, the Arizona Legislature established a five-year Career Ladder Pilot-Test Program for 
teachen. This action included fonnulation of the Joint Legislative Committee on Career Ladders (JLCCL), 
which provides oversight for program implementation and development Basically, the purpose of the pilot 
is to determine if student academic achievement is enhanced through recognizing and developing high levels 
of teacher performance and through a **promotion system based on competence" (Lindeman, 1986, 
September 23). 

The overall research and evaluation component, which was a formal part of the legislation, is 
being conducted by the Center for Excellence in Education at Northern Arizona University in cooperation 
with developing research functions in each of tiie 15 local pilot-test districts (Packard, 1987, Fall). This 
document explains the evolution, research methodologies, designs, models and impact which this teacher- 
incentive program is having on staff development and imfHOved student outcomes. In addition, it provides 
actual examples of action research & program designs'* in one of the pilot districts. 

Categories Crucial to Program Reform 

There arc several key areas which the project has identified as being crucial to program reform and 
success. Tne JLCCL and Pilot Districts have been alerted to the kinds of issues which clearly need to be 
addressed in program planning, inq)lementation and development. Several reform movements in the past 
failed to recognize one or a combination of the areas which will be presented later; as a result, tiiey have not 
survived. 

The literature is replete with descriptions of former program reform movements which could have 
provided a professional base for future development of education and teacher lea^rs. However, in reviewing 
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their historical evoluticm, Packard (1987) found that '^by 1980 they essentially had vacated the educational 
scene.** (p. 3) 

Freiberg & Knight (1985) iiave discussed die fact that in the eariy 1970s, the concept of differential 
staffing was basically abandoned and districts returned to the traditional staffing patterns of the previous 
years (Bieriein, 1987, pp. J3-47). From experience with programs such as the "Temple City Model," in 
the State of California, English & Sharpes (1972) repcMted positive changes for teachers in task 
differentiadon* job recognition and career development; but there is little evidence of program continuation 
beyond the 1970s 

The question which arises is, "Why have these seemingly positive teacher development progr; iS 
fallen into disuser Through literature review of other programs and d&. ^ults from die Arizona pilot- 
test» the answer is becoming quite evident For positive program devek^ment and continuation, there are 
several nuyor interrelated areas (along widi dieir sub-components) whKh the inoject researh has identified 
as being predominant These areas and dieir sub-components need to be studied closely and systems ^ .y 
by districts involved in any system-wkie program change. One of the impacted areas has to do widi research 
and evaluation, while another relates to the need for a professional intermediary between state governing 
bodies and school districts. 

Research and Kvalufltion 

A research and evaluation base which is ^ocused on internal district and building-level study is 
essential to program change and refomt The resulting data should identify and call attention to key 
problems which initiate development of solutions for future progress. Packard (1987, p. S) has reported 
diat, "Program failures have direcdy been attributed to die lack of 3 research base. In die past, adequate 
collection, analysis, recording and dissemination of empirical observations were not sufficiently generated to 
provide evidence which would convince funding bodies to continue suppCHt" 

Senator Jones Osbom, member of the Joint Legislative Committee on Career Ladders, 
characterized die desire of governmental leaders to gain dependable information prior to making decisions 
about formal program implemenUtion. He stated tfiat, "Districts must be willing to be a good laboratory 



for research or dtop out" (1986, September 23) Districn in the career ladHer project are providing a good 
laboratory for an outside test of dieir programs. From present project conclusions, districts also need to be 
a good laboratory for their own internal research and deveic^ment Senator Osbom, and many other 
legislates and conunittee members who have fcM^varded ttie view of "objective data before decision 
making/ should be commended for tlieir wisdom in dieir ^iproach to tfiis very complex and comprehensive 
refonn movement 

A Crucial Tnf^rm^diarv for Program Success 

One of the key success factors which has been missing fa>m past reform movements is a 
professional liaison or intermediary component between pdicy-making bodies and individual-school-district 
program develq)ment and implementadon functions. One ingredient which is extremely positive in the 
teacher incentive and devek^pment program in Arizona is die establishment of die "Career Ladder Network." 
This network is a consortium conqx>sed of teacher and administrative leaders from each of die IS pilot-test 
districts. These professional experts have served many functions and solved several problems which odier 
reform movements in die past were unable to surmount 

Exhibit E shows a newsletter which explains many of die activities and accomplishments of die 
new organization. Among odier advantages, the group has been able to influence better guidelines and 
polki.. uixmulated by governing bodies and has been of valuable assistance in interpretation of workable 
procedures for k)cal district progress. 

The Modpl of Tntwplflted rnmnnnpnts of Prngram Sunport and Fofs 

The model which has evdved during the first diree years of research and evaluation can be seen on 
the first page of this document It depicts several crucial factors on the state and local district levels which 
must interact for the most positive support of faculty development and improved student outcomes 
(Packard, 1988). 

In following die model from bottom to top, die first IS components include crucial support 
factors, while die tq} two factors, in die triangle, ?:c die mudel's primary focus. All of diese factors must 



be integrated and focused on long-range plans in otdet to insure successful support and improvement of staff 
development programs and student achievement This involves speciHc attention to maj(M' conditions and 
structares which can allow for solutions to problems which have caused failure in past reform movements. 
That is, past refonn movements lacked development, integration and orientation of: (1) state and local 
governing boards; (2) adequate finance and funding procedures; (3) long-range goals and objectives; (4) 
understanding possibilities for success based on readiness levels for change; (S) efficient program designs 
and structures; (6) conditio of organizational climate; (7) knowledgeable administrative leaders; (8) 
sufficient professional inpur and involvement of individuals and organizations; '8) relevant, fair ai;d 
objective personnel evaluation; and (9) effective research and evaluation models and mediodologies. 

Statg and rogai Ri^Mrch and rvaliintinn 

During the first tfuee years of the project there has been considerable definition and publication of 
initial devek>pmental phases. Much information about research procedures, evaluation models and results of 
data analysis has been disseminated to districts, professional groups and through a varic / of articles and 
imsentations (Packard, 1986; Packard, Aleamoni, Bierlein and Helmstadter, 1986; Packani and Bierlein, 
1987; Bierlein, 1987; Packard and Bierlein, 1987; Packard, 1987; Packard and Morrison, 1987). The 
following is a brief review of the evaluation design and predominant research mediodology utilized to 
answer questions and guide the evaluation process on both the $'«atewide and local district levels. 

Evaluation Design. The evaluation design adopted for tocal program assessment during the 
five year pilot-test is an improvement model; Aerefore, as a result df feedback, districts are responsible for 
recycling and effecting appropriate improvements or changes. The yearly cycle of data collection, analysis, 
reporting and feedback begins each spring so that program changes can be evaluated. As a result of the 
research information, districts involved are able to use the findings in continuing to review, evaluate and 
improve their individual teacher development and incer.tive plans. The research project's trend analysis and 
profiling will demonstrate the direction of progress througSiout the entire program period 



The local district being featured in this presentation has moved ahead rs^idly in development of the 
support fact(M^ which provide for die continued development of instructional leadership, excellent teaching 
and improved learning. 

Local District Program Design and Evaluation 

In order to create the needed oppcMtunities for change in the public school setting, the Sunnyside 
School District began developing a Career Ladder system in 1983. As a result, the District was funded as 
one of the original seven districts in Arizona to participate in the Career Ladder Pilot program. Full 
implementation began in the 1986-87 school yeai. 

Program finals 

The goals of the plan are multi-faceted, with priority given to the following: 

1 . Increase student imgiess 

2. Increase status for teachers 

3. Clarify teacher expectations 

4. Promote teacher growth 

5. Reward quality perfomanoe 

6. Increase staff unity 

7. Improve and clarify teacher standards 

Professional Input and Program npvplnnmgnt 

These goals were used to develop each aspect of die program. For instance, there are no quotas. 
Access to any level is available to all teachers if they meet die entry qualification. Also, the program has a 
teaming component to develop and share expertise among fellow teachers. Level III teachers have a 
mentoring responsibility with the Level IV teacher having a teacher training responsibility. 
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Development of the plan included teacher involvement and administrative input On/^ of its top 
strengths is its fupport and compatibility with district goaU and distict expectations for instruction and 
staff development 

The mentoring concepts and communication emphasized by the Ladder vi? school, district and 
teacher-to-teacher planning will allow teachers to influence not only their individual classrooms but the 
quality of district-wide instruction. 

Successful learning and performance for teachen is sviq;)orted by the Han s clearly defjied four- 
level system, with three of these levels having six steps. Performance in these levels is assessed through 
class "oom evaluations, action plans for professional growth, evidence of student progress and Career Ladder 
responsibilities. 

The separate but parallel career ladder salary schedule addresses the aforementioned elements of 
evaluation and is a perf(Minance-based conq>ensation plan. The four career levels each have their own salary 
range and evaluation criteria for movement within that range. 

The Career Ladder Plan not only provides for growth and incentives on the part of teachers, but is 
cleariy intended to affect all aspects of child deveknment and learning. 

Structure for Leadership 

Pgrsnnnel 

In the following section (Figure 1), a personnel flowchart is presented in diagrammatic form. It is 
accompanied by descriptions of the various levels, qualiflcations and responsibilities associated with each 
position. 



CAREER LADDER FLOTCHART 



Assistant Superintendent 
'"or Career Development 



Career Ladder Advise -y Committee 



Liaisoi 


I Starf 






Certified Staff 



Figure 1. Structure for Leadership Persoimel 



A. The Assistant Superintendent for Staff Relations and Career Development is responsible 
for the numagement and organization of die Plan. 

B. An Advisory Conunittee consisting of admL astrators and teachers, career ladder and non- 
career ladder, will assist in the planning and inq>lementat!on of the Plan. These twelve 
individuals will represent central office and building-levd administration and teachers in 
die elementaiy, middle and secondary levels. Specialists also will be representuL 

C. The Conunittee will meet at least once each month and will be supervised by the 
Assistant Superintendent for Career Devdc^ent The role of die committee is to advise 
and assist in the areas of public relations, training, assessment, the development of 
evaluation tools, and program evaluation. 

D. To help with communication, management and implementation, full-time staff members 
have been hired to work widi die Assistant Superintendent for Career Development in a 
liaison capacity. 

The purpose of diese staff positions is to woric directly with teachers on all phases of the Career 
Ladder Project. This will result in improved management, better teacher preparation and improved 
instruction. 




Entry and kAvmatmtnt QnportunitiM 

The following is an outline of the entry-level requirements and advancement levels 
available to career ladder teachers in the Sunnyside School District 



Qufllini ttons a..d lli>«pQnsibfHtl#a 

Description of Lgy^is. The Sunnyside Career Ider Project calls for four levels of teaching 
staff: Level I, Level II, Level HI, and Level IV. For tht; 1986-87 implementation year, Levels 1, 11, and m 
were made available to staff. 

All teachers new to the Sunnyside District are required to enter Level I. Level I teachers maintain 
their placement on the District Salary Index. (See Exhibit a, Salary Index.) 

Tnere are six steps within Levels II and m. For the 87-88 school year teachers were able to 
advance to Level IV. Level IV consists oi* two stq>s, an intern step and a resident step. Teachers employed 
duiing ttie 1985-86 school yeat were given an ppdon of staying on the regular teaching salary schedule or 
flying to the Career Ladder Program for {dacemrnt based upon specific criteria. 

The following brief statements indicate the responsibilities at each level. 

Levell 

* Assigned to a Level III teacher in a mentoring relationsliip for the entire schod year. 

* Observes modeled teachins strategies of the mentor teacher or other designated teacher for 
die equivalent of one full day. 

* Develc^, with mentor, a Professional Growth Plan/Repcxt of die activities involved in or 
planned for the current year - expected to attend pre-i4>proved professional growth 
workshops, staff development activity, or approved coursewoik equivalent to forty five 
hours of instruction for each year at Level I, or a total of 13S in-service hours, or a total of 
10^ hours plus E£.I. 

* Three (3) additional days. 

* EmphasL** n classroom teaching performance. 

* The third-year Level I teacher must qualify for Levd n. 

* Must submit a pordblio annually. 
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Level n 



Team^ wiA a Level II or III teacher for the purpose of such activities as sharing expertise 
or wcfldng on planning for the endre year. 

Develq[)s a {Sessional Giowth Resume that includes activities for skill development - 
expected to attend {xe-approved professional growth workshops, staff development activity, 
or approved couisewoik equivalent to fifteen instructional hours each year. 

Expected to participate in at least one school or district committee or work on a curriculum 
devekqiMnent project 

Required to show evidence of student academic progress at steps 5 and 6 or for movement to 
Level m. 

Expected to strive for high level of teacher perfcxmance working toward outstanding 
evaluations. 

No additional days required. 

Emphasis is on classroom teaching performance and sharing of expertise. 
Must submit a portfolio annually. 
Level m 

Must nudntain overall outstanding evaluations. 

Mentors Level I teachers and/or teams with Level II or Level m teachers throughout the 
year. 

Devek)ps a Professional Growth Plan/Report 

Takes professional growth training and staff devek^ment (courses/seminars?) 
Develops a Han of Action for increasing student achievement . 
Is required to show evklence of student acadenuc progress. 

Implements at least one of the following activities: plans or conducts a pre-approved 
district or schod in-servk:e activity; works on curriculum devek>pment projects; or serves in 
schod (leadershq) role) or district-wide committees. 

Five (S) additional wofk days. 

Emphasis is on classroom performance, building-level responsibilities and mentoring, 
whkh includes sharing of expertise, preparation and modeling. 

Must submit a portfolio annually. 

Must maintain overall outstanding evaluations. 
Must exhibit evidence of leadership qualities. 
Must be capable of (in^)lement) teacher training(successfully). 
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* Must maintain a Professional Growth Activity Plan/Report 

* Must show evidence of student academic progress. 

* Must devek^ plan of action for student academic progress (classroom or building focus). 

* Select an area of focus and work with the appro{m9te supervisor to develop a specific plan 
of acUon, as an individual or part of a teant 

* Ten ( 10) additional work days. 

* Enq>hasis is on classiocMn performance, mentoring, and district-wide teacher training. 

* Utilized as a iesouicedq)endent upon district need. 

* Must submit a portfolio annually. 

* Must pass a Comprehensive Review Panel (pass a panel test/review?) 

Thg Utility of a Portfolio 

Premise, Evaluating teachers for placement on the Career Ladder can best be accomplished 
through a review of a portfolio submitted by the leacher. 

The Advisory Committee feels that this type of evaluation affords the best possible objective 
assessment of a teacher's performance and potential for success on the Career Ladder. Only that material 
which is requested in the poitfolio is reviewed. The contents of the portfolio are to remain confidential if at 
all possible. 

The portfolio becomes the "tooP whereby the teacher is able to show: 

1 . Evidence of level qualifications, training, and responsibiUty requirements being met. 

2. Classroom performance. 

3. Student acadenuc progress. 

Scoriny thg Portfolio. All of the above will be evaluated utilizing a Portfolio Evaluation 
* ChecklisL arriving at a specific number of points. 

Each portfolio will be read by five (5) placement committee members to ensure consistency. The 
highest and k)west score will be dropped and die remaining three (3) scores averaged to arrive at a final score 
for each section. The section scores are added together to obtain a total portfolio score for placement 
(determination/purposes). 
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The following areas are addressed in each portfolio: 



Level I 

Focus: Classroom Performance 

1 . Performance evaluation 

2. Evidence ot observation 

3. Level I rqxvt 

4. Training requirement 

5. Professional Growth Resume 

Level p 

Focus: Sharing Expertise (Teaming) and Qassroom Performance 

1 . Performance evahiation 

2. Evidence of training (IS instruction hours) 

3 . Professional Growth Resume 

4. Teaming with Level n,ni, or IV 

3. Evidence of student progress (steps S and 6) 

Optional Requirement (Select One) 

* Conunittee (school or district) 

* Curriculum development 

Level m 

Focus: Building Level Responsibilities, Planning for Student Progress, Teacher Training, and 
District Resource 

1 . Performance evaluation 

2. Professional Growth Resume 

3. Metitoring/teaming activity with Level I, II, or in 

4. Plan of action for increasing student progress 

5. Evi^nr* of student progress 

6. F'.' uK' • rnsi workdays 

Optiofuiii^cc:. waT.?*'^* ^ilectOne) 

* /It ' c \yi or district in-service 

* ...ttee (school/district takes active leadership rede or chairmanship) 
.riculum devek^Mnent 

LevellV 

Focus: District Level Responsibilities, Planning for Student Progress, Teacher Training, and 
District Resource 

1 . Perf(Mrmance evaluation 

2. Professional Growth Resume 

3. Mentoring/teaming activities with Levels I - III 

4 Flan of action for increasing student progress classroom-building focus 

5. Evidence of student progress 

6. Select an area of focus and work with the ap[m)priate superviscMr to develop a specific plan 
of iction, as an individual or part (rf a team 



ERLC 



7. District Resouice 

a. IHan and conduct additional school and/or district-wide in-service 

b. Other qqxoved projects 

c. Curriculum development 

d Assist Level m teacher in meeting itquiiements for entrani::e to Level IV 
e. Assist in evaluation of Career Ladder Project 

8. Conq)rehensive Review Panel (new a^licants only) 

9. Ten additional woik days 

General Tlmgling> Portfolios are usually submitted die beginning of June, and applicants are 
notified of placement by July. There aie generally two weeks allowed for iq)peals and acceptance. 

limelines for the subsequent year's placement ^re reviewed each fall and may be adjusted as 
necessary. 

EvlHenp# of Student ProgreM. At many of the ^^uilding meetings, questions were asked 
regarding die most 9ppropnM way to display student progress in die portfolio. These exanq)les have been 
selected to show varying skill areas, student populations, and ways of measuring and displaying student 
growth. (Exhibit B, provides die type of evidence of Student Progress in Sunnyside Plan Book.) 

Preliminary Rvfllnation of the Snnnvside Tareer Ladder Plan 

The district's career ladder leadership and the local education association have been workmg closely 
with admi sU'ation to make the most positive progress widi die teacher incentive and development plan. 
Exhibit C shows a summary and listing of results of the local research and evaluation activities; and 
Exhibit D provides an expanded review of input into die evaluation by die joint efforts of die Sunnyside 
Career Ladder Advisory Committee and Education Association. It is interesting to note that operational 
procedures, results and concerns tend to be consistent widi die issues of coordination and study of die 
overall factors shown in "A Model of Interrelated Components of Program Support and Focus" presented 
eariier. 
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EXHIBIT A 
District Salary Index and Implications 
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The following schedule shows the index factors ^^^^J ^ ^«P"ff l^l 
percentage (%) of the base salary received at each of these levels. The 
base salary for both schedules is 18,387. (1988-89) 



Career Ladder Salary Index Factors 



career 
Level 

IV 

Career 
Lev-^l 

III 

II . 
I 



Step 1 



Intern 
2.25 



Step 2 



Step 3 



Resident 
2.30 

Step 4 



Step 5 



3.79 1.87 1.95 2.03 2.11 

1.20 1.35 1.50 1.65 1.80 

Placed on appropriate step of Regular Salary Index 



Step 6 

2.19 
1.95 



Factors relating to the Career Ladder salary index are subject to budget 
limitations and are based on the total amount of money available f °^ J^J^^^ 
Ladder increases. The actual amounts for any placement may be less than 
that shown on the salary index. 



Regular Salary Index Factors 



MA*60 
PH.D. 
ED.D 







BA 


BA-1.15 


BA+30 


BA+4 5 


MA+15 




MA-».4 5 


PD.S. 




SUP 
1 


18,387 
















1 

1 


2 
3 


1.10000 


1. 125 


1.1575 


1.190 


1.22250 


1.250 


1.28750 


1.320 




4 


1.15748 


1. 190 


1.2225 


1.255 


1.28750 


1.320 


1.35500 


1.390 


4 


5 


1.22500 


1.255 


1.2875 


1.320 


1.35500 


1.390 


1.42500 


1.460 


1 

i 
1 


6 


1.28750 


1.320 


1.3550 


1.390 


1.42500 


1.460 


1.49500 


1. 530 




7 


1.35500 


1.390 


1.4250 


1.460 


1.49500 


1.530 


1.56500 


1.600 


t 


8 


1.42500 


1.460 


1.4950 


1.530 


1.56500 


1.600 


1.63500 


1.670 




9 


1.49500 


1.530 


1.5650 


1.600 


1.63500 


1.670 


1.7C748 


1.745 


t 


10 


1.56500 


1.600 


1.6350 


1.670 


1.70748 


1.745 


1.V8248 


1.820 


» 


11 








1.745 


1.78248 


1.820 


1.85748 


1.895 




12 








1.820 


1.85748 


1.895 


1.93248 


1.970 


t 
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1.895 


1.93248 


1,970 


2.01000 


2.050 



♦To get the salary figure multiply factcr by 18,3 87. 



ERIC 



16 

2i 



1988-C9 CAREER LADDER INDEX SALARY SCHEDULE 

The career Ladder Index Salary Schedule is based on classroom performance, 
evidence of Student progress Ind additional Ladder responsibilities. 



Career 
Level 
IV 



Intern Resident 
41,371 42,290 



Level Ste^ Ste^ ||ey 

III 32,913 34,384 35,855 37,32o tt55 

II 22,064 24;822 27,580 30,339 33,097 35,855 

Due the limited funding the amount of salary i2?"rat'each^s?ep%nr'' 
was capped. The above figures show the maximum salary at each srep ana 
level without application of the caps. 

The method used to establish the maximum salary increase "cap" ^j^^^J^^^ 
baseUne dollar figure plus a percentage of the amount between the Career 
Ladder placement salary and the district salary. 

Baseline Dollar Figures 
Level II 2,000 Level III 3,000 Level IV 4,000 



REGULAR INDEX SALARY SCHEDULE 

The Regular Index Salary Schedule is based °" " °^^?^?^^^^Se?vlS'at 
educational units. The following schedule shows the salary receivea a 

each step and column. 



E.'^n. »* H »* »e r** « MA-IS MA M M* «5 id t. 



MA-M 

Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 



1 0 
1 5 


(18 357) 














20 
25 
















30 
35 


2C 226 
20 685 


20 685 

21 263 


21 283 
21 661 


21 881 

22 478 


22 478 

23 076 


?3.076 
23 673 


23 673 
24.271 


40 
A 5 


2*. 263 
2*. 681 


21 881 

22 478 


22 4T8 
23C76 


23 076 
23 673 


23 673 

24 271 


24 271 
24.914 


24 914 

25 558 


5 : 

55 


22 iT8 

22 C76 


23 076 
23.673 


23 673 
24.271 


24 271 
24 914 


24 914 

25.558 


25 558 

26 201 


26 201 
26 $46 


e 0 

£5 


23 6T3 

24 2T1 


24.271 
24 914 


24 914 
25.558 


25 558 

26 201 


26 201 
26 845 


26 845 

27 489 


2: 469 

26 132 


TO 
75 


24 914 

25 £58 


25 556 

26 201 


26 201 
26.645 


26 645 
2: 489 


27 489 

28 132 


28 132 
28 776 


26 776 
29 4^9 


ao 

85 


26 201 
26 845 


26 845 

27 489 


27 489 

28.132 


28 132 
28.776 


26 776 
29 419 


29419 
30 063 


xoe3 

5C.706 


90 
95 


2" 489 

28 132 


28 132 
28.776 


28 776 

29 419 


29 419 

30 063 


30 063 
W706 


30706 
31 396 


31.396 
32.085 


i:o 
i:5 


28 7T6 


29 419 




30.706 
31.396 


31.396 
32 065 


32 0^5 
32.775 


32.775 
33 464 


« < »» 

11 5 








32 085 

32.775 


32 775 

33 464 


33 464 

U 1M 


34.164 

54 642 


12 C 
•.2 5 








33 464 

^1^ 


Wlf4 
54.643 


54 843 

35.533 


35 533 

36 2:2 


130 










35.S33 


M.222 


36 956 



24 271 

24 914 

25 556 

26 201 

26 845 

27 489 

28 132 
26.776 

29 419 

30 063 

30.706 

31 396 

32 085 

32 775 

33 464 

34.1S4 

34 643 

35.533 

36 222 
36 958 

37.693 
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SALARY WORKSHEET 



The foUowing are examples of the new method of determining Career Ladder 
adLndum. Remember a teacher's salary cannot exceed their Career Ladder 
placement (performance) salary. 

C.L. 

P*.rf Base- 

Salary District Line C.L. Total 

!?iv 7.st^p - -q^^iarv = P iff- V 10% + Fianrp = Addendum Salary 

Example #1 Teacher A 

40,268 23,673 16,595 1,660 3,000 = 4,660 28,333 

Teacher B 

40,268 35,533 4,735 474 3,000 = 3,474 39,007 



C.L. 

Perf Base- 
Salary District Line ,5:^' 

(Lev 3. Step 6^ - Salary = Diff. v 05% + Figure = Addendum Saiary 

Example f2 Teacher A 

40,268 23,673 16,595 830 3,000 = 3,830 27,503 

Teacher B 

40,268 35,533 4,735 237 3,000 = 3,237 38,770 



©erf. Base- Total 

Salary District Line C.L. 

fLev 2. Step 5^ - Salary = Diff. y 03% + Figure = AddenduB Saiarv 

Example i2 Teacher A 

33,097 22,478 10,619 319 2,000 = 2,319 24,797 

Teacher B 

33,057 29,419 3,678 110 2,000 = 2,110 31,529 
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pgj.f. Base- Total 

Salary District Line C.L. Total 

(T^v 2.St*>p - Salary = Diff. x 05% ■^ Figure = Addendum Salary 

Example #4 Teacher A 

33,097 22,478 10,619 531 2,000 = 2,531 25,009 

Teacher B 

33,097 32,085 1,012 51 961* = 1,012 33,097 

★Teacher B would not receive the full baseline figure for Level II, 
because a salary can not exceed their Career Ladder placement 
(performance) salary. 

The above figures were generated from the 1988-89 Career Ladder and 
regular salar^' schedules. 



SALARY IMPLICATIONS 

1. A teacher who is eligible to voluntarily leave the Ladder will be 
placed on the Regular Index Salary Schedule at the appropriate 
experience and educational level. 

2. A teacher, presently fulfilling Level requirements, who voluntarily 
chooses movement to a lower level may have a reduction m Career 
Ladder money. Teachers will be assigned to a step on the appropriate 
level for which they qualify. 

3. A participant's combined district and Career Ladder salary amount 
cannot exceed the amount called for by their level and step placement, 
except if the teacher's regular index salary exceeds the Career Ladder 
amount, then the teacher will be entitled to keep the higher salary. 

4. Teachers having an adjustment in district salary due to moving to the 
next column on the regular salary schedule on Octoner 1 o. .he 
contract year, may have their Career Ladder addendum ad:)usted. 
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EVIDENCE OF STUDENT PROGRESS 



growth* 



Teacher A: 

WHAT: Measured gain In 

reading skills taught 
ducinq nine-week 
intervals #i 'n using 
Hastery Learning and EEI 
strategies 

WHO: All students In regular 
classroom 

HOW: Teacher-?taic flfteen- 

itea test for each skill 
(used as pre anci 
pc5ttest) Pre/Post 
Coaparlson was displayed 
using teacher-nade bar 
graphs. (District 
generated CRT Class 
Report for Reading 
Skills vaf also 
submitted as additional 
posttest data. ) 




TEACHER B: 



WHAT: 



WHO: 



HOW; 



Measure growth in elements of 
creative thinking after 
participating in a twenty-two 
day program 

All fourth through sixth grade 
students in a gifted resource 
setting 

Coaaerclal aeasureaent instrument 
was used (Exercise in Divergent 
Thinking) Form A « Pretest 
Form B « Postest Computer-genera^^ed 
graphs {M£CC Gz^fh Program) were 
used to show perce-.u cf students 
improving at each grade level and 
percentage gain for each creativity 
element at each grade level 



ftrctntait ef Studtntf I»^rovin« 
185' 




rlu% f'itx Orif £lad TiU Tot 
Crtativitv 
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TEXCHCR C: 

WHAT: Mt«»ur»d grovth ii^ itudeAt vrxtinq 
froB beginning •^o ending of school 
by examining vholl»tlc and analytical 
•le»ents in their vrltlng 

WHO: rirat, second and third graderir In an 
extended Dw*y Bilingual Resource 
classrooB 

HOW: Evaluated vrltlng »a»pl«a ualng 

vhollatic criteria and displayed grovth 
using a bar graph. Evaluated vrltlng 
8aiip}es using analytical criteria and 
dlf,\ayed grovth using line graph. 
(Pr«/PoBt indlclated using tvo different 
colored lines) 




0% 



xm 

0% 
9\ 



A . tt . n 

I • 40 • 

C • S) • S9 

0 • 4S • U 




TEACHER 

WHAT: H»«»uitd reduction in nuabtr of ttudint 
vrltt-up» And raaovAl froa cU>» « 
result of bahevloraX InttrvantlOM 

WHO: PrlMry and Int«rBadl«-.ta BaotlonAlly* 

01stur«d ttudcntt In tilf-contftlntd tittlng 
vlth ^ high Incldtnca of vrlti*up» And 
r«BOval ;9&% of cl«»») 

HOV: Ch«rt ahovlng nuBb«r of c1a»» ijactlon* In 
rolAtion to p«rant conf«rtnce» And 
Intervention groups. Octobar nuBb«r» vera 
C0Bp«;«d vlth ••aatttr totA> to atatura 
reductions, 



0«iQttlflMtl«>n Ityi 

#i»t t« iltm»tl«r. tf tnTlrvAMrt tw »► •••u tf Cctvtir *tl. . 
%) tjtctieTv/irrlu-vF/tffU* n»lt ^••mlUtlt In flit •n»ccj 

• ) * ■ Hrtr.t ••nftrvnct 



e) • • r.A. 




S«>ft*.«r Tvtffi 



I = I 
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ElljISilSnjiL'® 
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TEACHER E 
VHXT: 



WHO: 
KOW: 



Measured gain In photography skills through 
tests related t.^ course C5:ertives and 
evalpated appllcaticn cf course knevledge 
through actlvltlt? And products. 

Students In Photo Class^ grades ten through 
tvelve 



?eacher-»ad. tests vere given before i 
after eacn activizy. These test resu] 
recorded on a mart. Percentage cf ir 
in sccre vas computed for eacn studen* 
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Preliminary Evaluation of the 
Sunnyside Career Ladder Plan 
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Evaluation Summary 



The following information is presented after two years of implementation and continued revision 
of the district Career Ladder Plan. This information was gathered from the Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee, the Liaison Staff, Administration and a survey of teachers conducted by tne Sunnyside 
Education Association. 

Even though the implemenution of the Career Ladder Plan has affected the entire district, that 
impact was the greatest in the areas listed below. 

1 . Evaluation Process/Appeals 

2. Staff Development 

3. Adiwnistiation 

4 . T^^acher Teamiiig/Mentoring 

5. Teacher banning Time 

6. Teacher Professionalism 

7. Communication 

Based on prc>gram experience, and due to the development and/or changes in the above mentioned 
areas, it is the leadership's recommendation that the following prerequisites be ^ iace prior to the 
implementation of a career ladder pUut 

1. Funding 

2. Staff Development Plan 

3. Evaluation Process 

4. Communication System for Teacher Input 

5. Teacher Association Support and Involvement 

T eachers are concerned about the following aspect of the plan! 

1 . Additional responsibilities 

2. Equal pay for equal perfonnance 

3. Evaluation inconcsistencies 

4. Balance between school and career ladder responsibilities 

5 . Communication of expectations 

6. Disclosure of complete budget 

7. Salary caps 

8 . Opposition to peer evaluation 

Teachers feel positive about the following y^ficts of the plan! 

1. Monetary rewards are significant incentive 

2. Teachers can be flexible in showing student progress 

3. Mentoring anc'i te'miing $spcas are rewarding 

4. Teacben have a kiequate input into the plan and all changes 

5. He plan encourages shaxii^ among colleagues 

6 . Every teacher can move to the top of the ladder if they choose 

7. A teacher can teach die highest level of Ae ladder and remain in the classroom 
3 . Ladder goals and objectives are clearly comnumicated 

9. A communication system has been established to disseminate information 



o 
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EXHIBIT D 

Sunnyside Career Ladder 

Advisory ComiaiUee 
and Education As5o<*!ation 
Summary of Concerns 




ERIC 



NEWSLETTER 



U 
C 



2 
< 

a, 

DS 
U4 
Q 
Q 

cc ^ 

u J 
Q 

CO 
> 
2 
2 
D 

CO 



ERIC 



APR/L 1988 




The Career Ladder Advi. ary Cosmittee and Staff wishes to 
take this opportxinity to thank those teachers who took 
the tijie to respond to the SEA Survey. Our Career Ladder 
Plan continues to isprovo because of changes that are 
made to address the concerns and suggestions received 
from teachers and administrators in our district. Your 
input is valued. 27 
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Prioritized List of Concerns and Responses 
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CONCERN #1 CAREER LADDER 
REQUIREMENTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

(WORKSHOPS, MEETINGS, 
ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE WORK 
RESPONSIBILITIES) 

RATIONALE: 

The Professional Growth section 
of the portfolio allows teachers 
to list professional and personal 
growth and accomplishments. 
Workshops and inservices are 
given Career Ladder approval it 
they pertain tc students, student 
achievement or other areas 
related to the professional needs 
of teachers. Teachers view 
themselves as professionals and 
must keep abreast of current 
methods, trends and research. The 
Career Ladder allows teachers to 
receive credit and monetary 
compensation for maintaining and 
upgrading cheir professional 
status. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee has made an attempt to 
reduce stress by clarifying level 
requirements along with some 
minor changes in the portfolio 
scoring process, clearly placing 
the erphasis on the quality of 
the teachers involvement rather 
than the quantity. These changes 
will allow a teacher to receive 
full points for one option in the 
Optional Requirement section and 
full points for mentoring or 
teaming (if not assigned^ a 
Drotege) in the mentoring 
sercion. Not only does this 
place the proper esphasis on the 
goals of cjr plan, but clearly 
defines Career Ladder 
expectation; so a teacher does 
not feel th.sy must "do it all" in 
order to receive maximum points. 



Upon close examine'.. *•*•- 
communication with teachers^ the 
Career Ladder Advisory Committee 
and staff realize that many 
teachers are over extended with 
District and or building level 
responsibilities which are not 
requirements of the Career Ladder 
Plan. The Career Ladder does 
allow teachers to receive Career 
Ladder credit for the above 
responsibilities and provides 
staff with the opportunity to 
choose areas of growth and 
responsibility. 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee will continue their 
attempt to coordinate and 
integrate Career Ladder 
requirements and 
responsibilities with district 
and building requirements and 
responsibilities. For example 
teachers may receive Career 
Ladder credit for assessing, 
developing, and implementing 
school effectiveness plans or 
coordinating and aligning 
district curriculum. These items 
may be listed under Committee 
Work, Curriculum Development, or 
Plan of Action sections of the 
portfolio depending upon the role 
and emphasis taken by the 
teacher. The above example is 
only one way that the Career 
Ladder Advisory Committee has 
attempted to integrate Career 
Ladder requirements and 
responsibilities. 

CONCERN #2 EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL 
PERFORMANCE 

RATIONAI£ : 

T'he career Ladder program is a 
performance based compensation 
plan. Individuals vho do now 
accent the prenise "Ecr-al pay -or 
Eouai performance" will m ail 
likelihood not support any aspact 



the Career Ladder 



good and 
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In an attempt to keep . 
talented teachers and at the same 
time attract new people to t.-e 
teaching profession it has become 
necessary to address the_ cracK 
28 record of poor career earnings in 
education. In the past, it sig**- 



take a teacher anywhere from 15 
to 20 years to reach the top of a 
salary schedule. With the 
Career Ladder program a teacher 
can now reach the "top" or higher 
levels of the salary schedule in 
a much shorter period of time as 
long as they are doing an 
outstanding job in the classroom 
and fulfilling the additional 
responsibilities that their level 
requires. As professionals we 
must ask ourselves: Is it fair to 
deny new or less experienced 
teachers an opportunity which we 
may not have had? Equal pay for 
equal performance is a piloted 
concept intended to positively 
impact our public school system. 

Another aspect to be considered 
is the fact that the public 
(legislators included) is looking 
for accountability. In the past 
several years any money given to 
teachers has had "strings" 
attached. The Career Ladder and 
Proposition 101 monies are a 
good example. Everything 
indicates that this national 
trend will continue. Having a 
Career Ladder plan that we were 
able to write and implement for 
our district is a good hedge 
against any future moves to 
impose a state wide merit ^ pay 
system based on limited 
measurability . 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

Unlike many Career Ladder Plans 
throughout the state Sunnyside's 
Career Ladder Plan is a voluntary 
orogran. The Career Ladder 
Advisory Cornirree recently 
changed the Plan to allow 
teachers who reach Level II and 
continuing teacher status co 
leave the Career Ladder Plan. 





CONCERN 13 SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 
PLANS AS RELATED TO CAREER LADDER 
PLAN 

RATIONALE: 

Individual school improvement 
plans have been and will continue 
to be valued by the Career Ladder 
plan. Teachers may incorporate 
their building improvement plan 
into their own plans of action or 
serve on school committees 
related to the school improvement 
programs. The Career Ladder 
proj ect and school improvement 
plans are a "natural" together. 



RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The career Ladder Advisory 
Committee will continue their 
attempt to integrate the Career 
Ladder Plan with district goals 
and building prograx:ii». 



CONCERN #4 
INCONSISTENCIES 



EVALUATION 



RATIONALE: 

The District adopted a new 
evaluation policy to be 
irplemented during the 87-88 
school year. A pcrcion of that 
policy requires building 
evaluators to* discuss with their 
sraf f their interpretation of the 
Performance Evaluation instruiaent 
and to hold a building inservice 
on the process. All evaluators 
have attended a two day workshop 
on evaluation and the district 
intends to continue to strive tor 
consistency in evaluation by 
providing the necessary training 
for ics evaluaccrs. More rhan 
at^ any other rime, there exiszs 
more specific criteria and 
definition of th<i categories m 
the 



instrument. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS : 

It is recommended that district 
evaluation data be exaiainv^d on a 
regular basis to identify any 
inconsistencies that nay exist. 
The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee through its Liaison 
Staff has analyzed district vide 
evaluation scores and Mr. Fimbres 
has shared its findings with 
district evaluators. 

CONCERN 15 COMHDNICATION WITH 
STAFF REGARDING CAREER LADDER 
EXPECTATIONS 



administrative costs. A 
significantly higher percentage 
of money has gone to teacher 
salaries in the Sunnyside Plan 
than in any other Plan statewide. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The Career Ladder Liaison staff 
will publish a break down of the 
budget to appear in a future 
issue of the Career Ladder 
Newsletter. 



RATIONALE: 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee recognizes the 
importance and benefit of 
communication to the success of 
any ;.lan. Expectations are now 
clearly defined and communicated 
through the Career Ladder 
Newsletter, Career Ladder 
Bulletin Boards, new Career 
Ladder Handbook, new Career 
Ladder Portfolio, Career Ladder 
Key Communicators, district-wide 
meetings and school meetings. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee, through the liaison 
staff, will continue with input 
from teachers to refine and 
communicate Career Ladder 
expectations. 

CONCERN #6 DISCLOSURE OF CAREER 
LADDER BUDGET 

RATIONALE: 

In the past the Career Ladder 
Advisorv Conziittse has released 
infoma'::ion concerning the budget 
and use of Career Ladder monies. 
For example, the first year of 
the Plan (1986-87) 221 cf the 
total monies vent into teacher's 
salaries. The second year 
Ci9S7-88) 69% of zotal monies 
vent to teacher's salaries vith a 
greater percentage needed for 
supplies, sta:'f development and 




CONCERN # 7 INADEQUATE CAREER 
LADDER FUNDING FROM THE STATE 
( LARGE NUMBER OF SUNNYSIDE 
PARTICIPANTS VS PROJECTED 
SALARIES HAS NECESSITATED USE OF 
CAPS) 

RATIONALE: 

The Career Ladder staff and 
Career Ladder staffs from other 
districts have lobbied and will 
continue to lobby the Joint 
Legislative Committee on Career 
Ladders to change the funding 
formula from student count to the 
number of teachers participating 
in the Plan. Many members of the 
JLCCL now realize the funding 
formula should be based upon 
participation. However, at this 
point new legislation has not 
been introduced. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The liaison staff will continue 
to communicate and lobby zhe 
JLCCL on our needs and concer::s. 
{Through rhe Career Ladder 
Network Committee and a J ^ 
legislative task force that nas 
been f crmed) . 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Comnittee will consider a new 
rethcd of allocating caps because 
of the concern and 
recommendations expressed by 
reachers that is consistent with 
responsibility and performance. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS : 

It is recoromended that district 
evaluation data be examined on a 
regular basis to identify any 
inconsistencies that may exist. 
The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee through its Liaison 
Staff has analyzed district wide 
evaluation scores and Mr. Fimbres 
has shared its findings with 
district evaluators. 

CONCERN 15 COMMONICATION WITH 
STAFF REGARDING CAREER LADDER 
EXPECTATIONS 



administrative costs. A 
significantly higher percentage 
of money has gone to teacher 
salaries in the Sunnyside Plan 
than in any other Plan statewide. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The Career Ladder Liaison staff 
will publish a break down of the 
budget to appear in a future 
issue of the Career Ladder 
Newsletter. 



rationale: 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee recognizes the 
importance and benefit of 
communication to the success of 
any plan. Expectations are now 
clearly defined and communicated 
through the Career Ladder 
Newsletter, Career Ladder 
Bulletin Boards, new Career 
Ladder Handbook, new Career 
Ladder Portfolio, Career Ladder 
Key Communicators, district-wide 
meetings and school meetings. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee, through thi liaison 
staff, will continue with input 
from teachers to refine and 
communicate Career Ladder 
expectations. 

CONCERN #6 DISCLOSURE OF CAREER 
LADDER BUDGET 

RATIONAIiB: 

In the past the Career Ladder 
Advisory Committee has released 
infor^iation concerning the budget 
and use of Career Ladder monies. 
For example, the first year of 
the Plan (1986-87) £21 of the 
total monies went into teacher's 
salaxies. The second year 
(1987-88) £21 of total monies 
vent to teacher's salaries with a 
greater percentage needed for 
supplies, staff development and 




CONCERN # 7 INADEQUATE CAREER 
LADDER FUNDING FROM THE STATE 
(LARGE NUMBER OF SUNNYSIDE 
PARTICIPANTS VS PROJECTED 
SAUOUES HAS NECESSITATED USE OF 
CAPS) 

RATIONALE: 

The Career Ladder staff and 
Career Ladder staffs from other 
districts have lobbied and will 
continue to lobby the Joint 
Legislative Committee on Career 
Ladders to change the funding 
formula from student count to the 
number of teachers participating 
in the Plan. Many meinbers of the 
JliCCL now realize the funding 
formv.la should be based upon 
participation. However, at this 
point new legislation has not 
been introduced. 

RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The liaison staff will continue 
to communicate and lobby tlie 
JLCCL on our needs and concerns. 
(Through the Career Ladder 
Network Committee and a new 
legislative task force that has 
been formed) . 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee will consider a new 
method of allocating caps because 
of the concern and 
recommendations expressed by 
teachers that is consistent with 
responsibility and performance. 
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CONCERN #8 OPPOSITION TO 
CONCEPT OF PEER EVALUATION 



THE 



RATIONALE: 

Unlike many Career Ladder plans 
throughout the state, Sunnyside's 
Career Ladder plan does not 
utilize peer evaluation because 
of initial input from teachers 
and administrators stating their 
opposition. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Career Ladder Advisory 
Committee through its Liaison 
staff have emphasized to all 
building administrators that 
mentor teachers are not to be 
involved in any aspect cf the 
evaluation process. The Career 
Ladder Advisory Committee does 
support the concept of peer- 
coaching and the utilization of 
Career Ladder mentors in helping 
Level I teachers with self- 
evaluation in lieu of peer 
evaluation. 



TOE FOLLOWING S'TATEMENTS ADDRESS 
ADDITIONAI. CONCER Wg T!yPRESSED BY 
SEA 



A. 



Publishing changes to the 
Career Ladder Plan 
As the Advisory Committee 
makes changes in the Plan 
new pages have been and will 
continue to be sent to all 
Career Ladder participants, 
administrators and non- 
Ladder teachers who have 
expressed a desire to 
receive Career Ladder 
infOHLci'^-ion. 




Portfolios need to be made 
available at the beginning 
of the school year 
This year for the first 
tine, portfolios were 
distributed prior to Winter 
break. The Advisory 
Committee realizes the 
importance of getting 
portfolios to teachers at 
the earliest possible date. 
It is important to keep in 
mind that in order to 
improve the portfolio 
process, some time is 
necessary at the beginning 
of each year to review and 
finalize the recommended 
changes made by teachers and 
the portfolio readers. 

Building administrators 
should provide written 
definitions of their 
expectations for 
Outstanding, Competent, 
Needs Improvement and 
Unsatisfactory Performance 
based on the district's 
performance evaluation 
criteria 

Mr. Fimbres has encouraged 
administrators to make clear 
their expectations and 
interpretations of 
written criteria 
definitions in 
ins-uniment. Teachers 
are unclear regarding 
soecific areas should check 
with the administratcr . 
Administrators will be 
attending follow up 
training through the 
Qualified Evaluator's 
Irstitute which will further 
refine and clarify the 
evaluation process. 



the 
and 
the 
that 
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The majority of teachers responding to the SEA Survey e 
agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements: 



Monetary rewards available through Career Ladder are a 
significant incentive. 

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT c>,r^«^r,rr 

The Sunny side Plan allows for teacher flexibility in showing 

student progress. 

PEER MENTORING , . 

Mentoring and teaming aspects of our plan are rewarding. 

TEACHER SUPPORT ^ ^ . 4.««^ko,. < nnut 

The district has established a means of adequate teacher nput 

concerning possible revisions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS ^ 4.«,^^nn amona 

The Career Ladder encourages sharing and teaming among 

colleagues for the benefit of students. 

The plan allows every teacher to move up the ladder if they 
choose to do so. 

A teacher can remain in the classroom and reach the top levels 
of the Career Ladder plan. 

COMMUNICATION ^i,,^^ >,»v*. been 

The district's Career Ladder goals and objectives have been 

clearly communicated to teachers. 

Teachers clearly understand what is expected of them in order to 
advance on the Ladder. 

A communication system has been established to disseminate 
information. 

Teachers are made aware of changes in the plan. 




EXHIBIT E 

Pilot District 
Network 

Newsr ;.er 
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/areer 



L&JJer Network News 
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CAREER LADDERS IN ARIZONA 



The Arizona pilot Career Ladder project is a test of an 
alternative system for the professional development, recognition 
and compensation of teachers. The project incorporates 
performance-based pay into a system designed to attract and 
retain good teacbers. Good teaching is rewarded by providing 
t^ach' rs with opportunities to advance professionally and to 
receivi higher salaries through demonstration of increased 
teaching skills and acceptance of higher levels of professional 
responsibility. The project also serves to promote increased 
accountability in the areas of teacher performance, evaluation 
and student academic progress within Arizona's public school 
system. 

While rpproximately 30 states are experimenting with Career 
Ladder type incentive programs, one feature of the Arizona 
project makes it unique. They were given Legislative guidelines 
to follow In which they had to develop a totally mdepenrtent 
performance-based compensation plan and could not base their 
Career Ladder sala-les on a traditional salary schedule. Other 
significant featurt* of the Arizona project are: 

1. The project utilizes a five year p*lot model involving 
a small number of districts (15 districts are presently 
involved in the project). 

2. Individual school districts develop their own programs 
utilizing signifi; ^nt teacher input within g .aral 
legislative guidelxnes. 

3. External research and evaluation is being performed by 
an independent and objective organization. 

4. The evaluation of tear^ers for advancement up the 
Ladder must include a measure of student -acadei-ic 
progress. 



WORKING FOR A QUALITY EDUCATION IN ARIZONA 
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since each district's Career 
Ladder p'-ooram v»s developed 
locally, ..,iiona now has 15 
unique Career Ladder pro«jrans in 
operation. These districts are 
fflonitored by the Joint 
Xegislative Committee on Career 
Ladders. 



3. 



The following are the 
Ladder Pilot Districts: 



Career 



Unified, 
Unified, 
(Cave 



Amphitheater 
(Tucson) 

Apache Junction 
(Apache Junction) 
Cave Creek Unified, 
Creek) 

Flowing Wells Unified, 
(Tucson) 

Kyrene Elementary, (Terpe) 
Peoria Unified, (Peoria) 
Sunnyside Unified, (Tucson) 

Catalina Foothills Unified, 
(Tucson) 

Mesa Unified, (Mesa) 

Window Rock Unified, (Window 

Rock) 

Phase III fl987^ 
Creighton Elementary, 

(Phoenix) 

Dysart Unified, (Peoria) 
Fountain Hills Elementary, 
(fountain Hills) 
Ganado Unified, (Ganado) 
Litchfield Elementary, 
(Litchfield Park) 



In September 1987, thirteen^ of 
fifteen Career Ladder districts 
oet to form a state-vide network. 
Since that time, the Network 
Cosxittee has net on a monthly 
basis .-.o accomplish the following 
•objertives: 

1. Act as a clearing hou. 
for infsrzaticn abs; 
career ladders. 

2. Monitor legislative 
activity that relates 
tr 'areer ladders. 



4. 



5. 



Recommend legislative 
changes in statutes and 
guidelines when deemed 
appropriate by the 
majority of 
participants. 

Raise the public's 
awareness of the 
Arizona Career I-adder 
program. 

Collect data for 
research purposes. 



The Network is chaired by 
Virginia Guy ol Mesa, and Susan 
Stropko of Ganado serves as 
treasurer. Three sub-committees: 
Legislative, Public Awareness, 
and Research, were established in 
order to achieve the above 
mentioned objectives. They will 
begin to lay the ground work 
necessary for the Network to 
become a recognized force in 
future career ladder legislation 
and possible state-wide 
implementation . 

In addition to these sub- 
committees, a legislative task 
force was created with ten 
members representing the Network 
Committee. The following names 
were submitted to the Joint 
Legislative Committee on Career 
Ladders (JLCCL) by the Network. 
Three will be selected to serve 
with members of the JL::cL on a 
legislative task force. This 
task force will address 
legislative concerns and changes 
facing the Career Ladder Program 
in the years to come. 

Chris Beatty-Apache Junct. 

Ernie Fimbres-Sunnyside 

Belinda Gonzales-Sunnyside 

Virginia Guy-Mesa 

Gary Mangin-Peoria 

Ann Murphy-Dyrene 

Mark ?o?e-Rolesvki-A=phi 

(Chair) 

Lewis Smith-Cave Creek 
Susan Stropko-Ganado 
Larry Watson-window Rock 
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1. Definition of "strt.wld." C.r.« Udder Progr»». 

2. Fon.ul. for .lloctin, »»nles to districts possible 
limits on the use of career l»dder monies 

3. Salary systen requirements 

4. criteria for advancement, including student achievement 

5. Ose of career development model 

6. Inclusion of non-classroom persornel 

7. Requirements regarding participation of new teachers in 
the program 

8. use of models for additional d5 jtricts 

9. state-wide and individual district research components 
10. Program evaluation 

«>e vay these issues '.^^T^'^tr llltV. 

S2trr;K^"c^M'::S:ni2e?%S"tn^ut is critical. 

Career 
LftJ^er 
pNctworU 





u 



s < 



Melinda Gonzales 

Sunnyodc CUr^cr i^6cfs Ofic* 
221% E. Cinte Rd. 
Tucson. AnzoM S5706 



OfBcc (602) 741-2671 
Of?ict:(602)741-2S45 



Homc:(6C2)297-5150 
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ERLC 




ERIC 



JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
ON CAREER LADDERS 



STATE BOARD 
EDUCATION 



1984 



PHASE I 



AMPHITHEATER 
APACHE JUNCTION 
CAVE CREEK 
FXAWIMG WELLS 
XYRENE 
PEORIA' 
SUNNYSIDE 





1987 



PHASE III 



CATALINA 
MESA 

WINDOW ROCK 



NAU RESEARCH 




IGHTON 
DYSART 

FOUNTAIN HILLS 
CANADO 

EITCHFIELD PARK 



rTRECTOR 

Richard Packard 



1987 



E^REER LADDER PILOT DISTRUST NETWORK 



PUBLIC 
AWARENESS 



RESEARCH 



LEGISLATE "E 



TASK FORCE 



Ann iBarpby-Kyrmaa 




Chrl« »««tty 
trslt ruebrt* 
Htllsda SesMl«* 

C«T7 »»a»in 

>Urlt ?e?t-ltoltv»U (Ch«tr) 
Uvt» Srltfc 
Susan Streplto 
. Urry V»t»cn 
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